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and B is later declared bankrupt abroad, the attachment ranks
prior to the title of the foreign trustee.1
'In each case the question will be whether the bankrupt could have
assigned to the trustee at the date when the trustee's title accrued, the
debt or assets in question situated in England.'2
Foreign The question that arises is—What is meant by a 'foreign
trustee trustee' ? The original rule probably was that, for the doctrine
o?nteda?n of universality to apply, the trustee must be a person appointed
proceedings by the lex domicilii of the bankrupt. The very principle, indeed,
^a upon which the doctrine was based found its justification in the
Par*y conception of domicil. The argument was that movable prop-
erty, having no locality, was subject to the law of the owner's
domicil. Since a voluntary assignment valid according to the
owner's lex domicilii was supposed to be effective everywhere, it
was said that an involuntary assignment under the bankruptcy
laws of that domicil must of necessity be equally effective.*
The modern cases, however, establish that a foreign trustee
need not derive his title from the lex domicilii of the bankrupt in
order to substantiate his claim to English movables. Perhaps,
all that can be said positively is that it is sufficient if the bank-
rupt was 'properly subject'4 to the jurisdiction of the courts of
the country in which he has been made bankrupt, though it has
been objected with some force that this is to beg the question.5
It may be that the possession by the bankrupt of assets in the
country of adjudication will entitle the trustee to claim mov-
ables in England.6 What is certain is that he will be able to do
so if the bankrupt has been a party to the foreign proceedings
in which the adjudication order was made.7 In the case of Inre
*l) \ j Anderson :8
A domiciled Englishman, who was entitled to a reversionary interest
in English money, was adjudicated bankrupt in New Zealand in pro-
ceedings to which he was a party. By an oversight, the reversionary
1	Galbraith v. Grimshaw, [1910] A.C. 508; Singer & Co. v. Fry (1915), 84
L.J. (K.B.) 2025. Anantapadmanabhaswamiv. Official Receiver of Secunderabad,
[i933]A.C. 394.
2	Galbraith v. Grimshaw, supra, at p. 511, per Lord Loreburn.
3	Story, s. 404.	* Dicey, p. 703, Rule 144.
5 Blom-Cooper, op. cit, p. 91.	6 Ibid., p. 92.
7 In re Davidson (1873), L.R. 15 Eq. 383; In re Larson's Trusts, [1896]
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62; Bergerem v. Marsh (1921), 151 L.T. 264. For the abandonment of the theory
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